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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 3-15, and 29-34 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 3-5, 13-15, 29, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Dureau in view of Chen (US 2005/002253 A1 ) and 
further in view of Brooks (US 6,981 ,045 B1 ) 

Regarding claim 3, Dureau discloses a method of transcoding dissimilar 
payloads carried in a first transport stream (abstract, para. 35), the method 
comprising: 

demultiplexing the first transport stream to recover first and second 
payloads (para. 34-35, and 39, service provider to transport the content data 
contains HTML data, MPEG 1 data, MPEG 2 data, and MPEG 4 data are being 
demultiplexed at the set top box, first payload refers to MPEG 2, second payload 
refers to MPEG 4 data); 
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transcoding the second payload to a protocol associated with the first 
payload if a protocol associated with the second payload is dissimilar from the 
protocol associated with the first payload (Fig. 4-6, abstract, para. 32-33, para. 
35-38, para. 43-44, para. 47, the MPEG 4 data payload is transcoded into MPEG 
2 data format for compatibility and where MPEG 2 refers as first payload, and 
MPEG 4 is second payload); 

Dureau does not explicitly disclose multiplexing the first payload and the 
transcoded second payload to a second transport stream. 

Chen teaches multiplexing the first payload and the [transcoded] second 
payload to a second transport stream (Fig. 1, para. 14, para. 21-22). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau to include multiplexing the first payload and the [transcoded] 
second payload to a second transport stream, as taught by Chen, in order to 
deliver the desire payload to user's home equipments [in Dureau (Fig. 3)] so the 
data payload is compatible to the home equipments and therefore displaying to 
the user. 

Dureau in view of Chen does not explicitly determining whether a protocol 
associated with the second payload is dissimilar from a protocol associated with 
the first payload. 

Brooks teaches determining whether a protocol associated with the 
second payload is dissimilar from a protocol associated with the first payload 
(col. 10, line 50-col. 11, lines 33, control block (el. 450) is to determine/identify 
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the different between the first payload (MPEG format) or second payload 
(Windows format)). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen to include determining whether a protocol 
associated with the second payload is dissimilar from a protocol associated with 
the first payload, as taught by Brooks, in order to avoiding the mistake of 
processing those payload for wrong output. 

Regarding claim 4, Dureau in view of Chen discloses further comprising 
associating the first payload with MPEG-2 protocols and associating the second 
payload with AVC protocols such the second payload is transcoded to MPEG-2 
protocols (Dureau, Fig. 4-6, abstract, para. 32-33, para. 35-38, para. 43-44, para. 
47, AVC protocol standard can be MPEG 4 protocol, thus if the payload for 
MPEG 4 (second payload) is not compatible then the MPEG 4 payload will be 
transcoded into MPEG 2 payload (first payload) format). 

Regarding claim 5, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
further discloses associating the AVC protocols with MPEG-4 protocols (Dureau, 
para. 35). 

Regarding claim 13, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
further discloses associating the first transport stream with MPEG-2 protocols 
(Dureau, para. 35). 
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Regarding claim 14, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
further discloses determining if the protocol associated with the second payload 
is dissimilar form the protocol associated with the first payload as a function of 
instructions associated with the MPEG-2 protocols of the first transport stream 
(Dureau, Fig. 4-6, abstract, para. 32-33, para. 35-38, para. 43-44, para. 47). 

Regarding claim 15, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
further discloses associating the first and second transport streams with MPEG-2 
protocols (The video data transport streams are transcoded to the target/desire 
(MPEG-2) format, see Dureau, Fig. 4-6, abstract, para. 32-33, para. 35-38, para. 
43-44, para. 47). 

Regarding claims 29 and 32, the instant claims are met by the rejection 
with respect to claim 1 . 

3. Claims 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of 
Kadono (US 2004/0246373 A1) 

Regarding claim 6, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
discloses all limitation of claim 1. 
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Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks does not explicitly 
disclose associating the AVC protocols with H.264 protocols. 

Kadono teaches associating the AVC protocols with H.264 protocols 
(para. 5). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks to include 
associating the AVC protocols with H.264 protocols, as taught by Kadono, in 
order to use the industry well known standardization format in picture coding 
method. 

4. Claims 7-8, 30, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and 
further in view of Candelore (US 2003/0046686 A1 ). 

Regarding claim 7, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
discloses all limitation of claim 3. 

Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks does not explicitly 
disclose decrypting conditional access (CA) encryption of the first transport 
stream prior to demultiplexing. 

Candelore teaches disclose decrypting conditional access (CA) encryption 
of the first transport stream prior to demultiplexing (Fig. 2, 5, and 8, el. 272-el. 
288, para. 40-41, para. 60-64, para. 84-85, para. 94). 
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It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks set top box to 
include decrypting conditional access (CA) encryption of the first transport stream 
prior to demultiplexing, as taught by Candelore, in order to decrypt the TV signal 
so only the person is authorized can access the TV content (para. 40-41). 

Regarding claim 8, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
and further in view of Candelore discloses decrypting the CA encryption of the 
first transport stream in a settop box (STB) (Candelore, Fig. 2, 5, and 8, el. 272- 
el. 288, para. 40-41 , para. 60-64, para. 84-85, para. 94). 

Regarding claim 30, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
discloses all limitation of claim 29. 

Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks does not explicitly 
disclose decrypting conditional access (CA) encryption of the first transport 
stream prior to demultiplexing. 

Candelore teaches disclose prior to demultiplexing, encoding the first 
transport stream so as to be copy protected; and after encoding and prior to 
demultiplexing, decoding the first transport stream so as to no longer be copy 
protected (Fig. 2, 5, and 8, el. 272-el. 288, para. 40-41, para. 60-64, para. 84-85, 
para. 94). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks set top box to 
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include disclose prior to demultiplexing, encoding the first transport stream so as 
to be copy protected; and after encoding and prior to demultiplexing, decoding 
the first transport stream so as to no longer be copy protected, as taught by 
Candelore, in order to ensure that the copy protected content is only accessed by 
the authorized persons (para. 40-41). 

Regarding claim 33, the instant claim is analyzed with respect to claim 30. 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of 
Candelore and further in view of Hendricks (US 7,073,187). 

Regarding claim 9, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
and further in view of Candelore discloses all the limitation of claim 8. Dureau in 
view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of Candelore 
further discloses demultiplexing, transcoding, and multiplexing the first and 
second payloads in a card of the set top box (Dureau, para. 35, and 39, Fig. 4- 

6, abstract, para. 32-33, para. 35-38, para. 43-44, para. 47, Chen, Fig. 1, para. 
14, para. 21-22, trancoding unit is circuit card in the set top box performing 
demultiplexing, transcoding, and multiplexing funtion). 

Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of 
Candelore does not explicitly discloses [demultiplexing, transcoding, and 
multiplexing the payloads] in a card inserted into a card slot of [the STB]. 
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Hendricks teaches [demultiplexing, transcoding, and multiplexing the 
payloads] in a card inserted into a card slot of [the STB] (Fig. 52 b, col. 12, lines 
31-47, col. 13, lines 18-43). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view 
of Candelore set top box to include [demultiplexing, transcoding, and multiplexing 
the payloads] in a card inserted into a card slot of [the STB], as taught by 
Hendricks, in order to replace the card inserted to the set top box in case if it 
goes bad. 

6. Claims 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of 
Candelore and further in view of Hendricks (US 7,073,187) and further in view 
of Park (5,757,909). 

Regarding claim 10, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
and further in view of Candelore and further in view of Hendricks discloses all 
limitation of claim 9, and further discloses decode the data stream prior to the 
demultiplexing, transcoding, and multiplexing (Dureau, Fig. 4, para. 6, para. 38- 
39, Chen, Fig. 1, para. 14 and para. 21, Hendricks, Fig. 52 b, col. 12, lines 31- 
47, col. 13, lines 18-43). 
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Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of 
Candelore and further in view of Hendricks does not explicitly disclose 
[decoding] copy protection of the first transport stream [in the card]. 

Park teaches [decoding] copy protection of the first transport stream [in 
the card] (Fig. 6-9, col. 13, lines 1-67, col. 14, lines 21-67 ). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view 
of Candelore and further in view of Hendricks to include [decoding] copy 
protection of the first transport stream [in the card], as taught by Park, in order to 
perform the illegal viewing and copy protection (col. 14, lines 65-67). 

7. Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of 
Candelore and further in view of Hendricks (US 7,073,187) and further in view 
of Park (5,757,909) and further in view of Orr (US 6,567,1 27 B1 ). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
and further in view of Candelore and further in view of Hendricks and further in 
view of park discloses all limitations of claim 10. 

Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view of 
Candelore and further in view of Hendricks and further in view of park does not 
explicitly discloses encoding copy protection to the second transport stream. 
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Orr teaches encoding copy protection to the second transport stream (Fig. 
1, col. 3, lines 30-63). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view 
of Candelore and further in view of Hendricks and further in view of Park to 
include encoding copy protection to the second transport stream, as taught by 
Orr, in order to enhance the video data stream (col. 3, lines 50-52). 

Regarding claim 12, Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
and further in view of Candelore and further in view of Hendricks and further in 
view of park and further in view of Orr discloses transmitting the copy protection 
encoded second transport stream from the card to the STB (Dureau, Fig. 1-4, 
abstract, para. 33-36, Hendricks, Fig. 52b, col. 13, lines 16-43, col. 3, lines 30- 
col. 4, line 3, the encoded video stream is transferred to the set top box). 

8. Claims 31 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and in 
view of Candolre and further in view of Kubota (US RE38,236 E). 

Regarding claim 31 , Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks 
and in view of Candolre discloses all limitation of claim 30. 

Dureau in view of Chen and in view of Candolre does not explicitly 
disclose after multiplexing, encoding the second transport stream so as to be 
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copy protected; after multiplexing, decoding the second transport stream so as to 
no longer be copy protected; and after decoding the second transport stream, 
demultiplexing the second transport stream to recover the first payloads from the 
[transcoded] second payloads. 

Kubota teaches after multiplexing, encoding the second transport stream 
so as to be copy protected (Fig. 2 and 4, el. 5, col. 5, lines 26-35); 

after multiplexing, decoding the second transport stream so as to no 
longer be copy protected (Fig. 5 and 8, el. 12, col. 7, lines 37-43); 

and after decoding the second transport stream, demultiplexing the 
second transport stream to recover the first payloads from the [transcoded] 
second payloads (Fig. 8, el. 14, col. 7, lines 37-67). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary in the art at the time of invention to 
modify Dureau in view of Chen and in further view of Brooks and further in view 
of Candelore to include after multiplexing, encoding the second transport stream 
so as to be copy protected; after multiplexing, decoding the second transport 
stream so as to no longer be copy protected; and after decoding the second 
transport stream, demultiplexing the second transport stream to recover the first 
payloads from the [transcoded] second payloads, as taught by Kubota, in order 
to add the security for accessing the video content so the only authorized users 
are allowed to access the content (abstract). 



Conclusion 
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